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Abstract 
Service organizations introduce self-service technologies to their customers to reduce 
cost and realize efficiency gains. However, for service organizations to realize such 
benefits, the customers must use the SSTs provided. Results from prior studies are too 
diverse to derive a proper set of relevant factors that must be considered in this regard. 
A meta-analysis was conducted and the findings of prior studies that have investigated 
factors influencing the customers’ intentions to use SSTs were synthesized. 13 factors 
directly influencing the customers’ intentions to use SSTs were identified from 26 prior 
studies. The meta-analysis provides the following contributions. First, SSTs must be 
designed and marketed according to the customers’ familiarity with their usage. 
Second, the resources that are required from the customers must be considered when 
designing SSTs. Third, customers should not be forced to use SSTs. The research 
findings offer practical advice on how to design and market SSTs. 
Keywords:  Self-service technology, usage intention, meta-analysis, service science 
 
Introduction 
Increasing labor cost, competition and advances in information technology (IT) have encouraged 
service organizations to actively involve their customers in the service process (i.e., the sequence of 
service tasks that allow the production and delivery of the service) (Cetto et al. 2015; Zaza and Junglas 
2016). If customers are actively involved in the service process and perform a portion of the service 
tasks independently from the service personnel, the service process must be considered as a self-service 
(Globerson and Maggard 1991). Self-services are implemented in the form of workflows in self-service 
technologies (SSTs), which are technological interfaces enabling customers to perform the devolved 
service tasks (Kumar and Telang 2012; Scherer et al. 2015). Examples of SSTs are automated teller 
machines (ATMs), interactive voice response (IVR) systems, and employee self-service (ESS) 
applications. SSTs can translate into labor cost reductions for service organizations, because recurrent 
and routine service tasks can be devolved to the customers and must no longer be performed by the 
service personnel (Yan et al. 2013). For instance, analysts have suggested that in organizations the 
service desk contact volume could be reduced by as much as 40 percent through SSTs (Coyle and 
Greene 2010). However, for service organizations to realize such benefits, the customers must use the 
introduced SSTs (Engel et al. 2015). Hence, the design of a SST must be evaluated in the light of the 
customers’ intentions to use the SST. 
SSTs differ from other technologies, because they represent an alternative way of service production 
that complements or replaces personal service production. This shift in the service boundary makes 
SSTs unique and other technologies, such as autonomous systems and application software, do not 
allow for it. Because of their uniqueness, research findings about individuals’ intentions to use other 
technologies cannot be easily applied to the research on SST usage intention. Prior studies have 
investigated the factors influencing the customers’ intentions to use SSTs. However, these studies have 
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drawn upon various theories, including the technology acceptance model (TAM) (Davis et al. 1989) 
and the theory of planned behavior (TPB) (Ajzen 1991), to develop SST usage intention models. 
Therefore, each of these models include different factors as direct influencers of the customers’ 
intentions to use SSTs. Furthermore, the prior studies’ results are inconsistent, i.e. some studies 
identified a specific factor as a direct influencer of SST usage intention, while other studies have found 
a non-significant relationship between this factor and the customers’ intentions to use SSTs. 
The contribution of this study is the synthesis of the research results of prior studies on SST usage 
intention and the identification of the factors directly influencing the customers’ intentions to use SSTs. 
Therefore, the research question that is addressed by this study is: What are the factors that directly 
influence the customers’ intentions to use SSTs? To answer this research question, we conducted a meta-
analysis of the factors directly influencing customers’ intentions to use SSTs. 
This paper is organized as follows. First, we provide information on the theories on which the SST 
usage intention models that were developed in prior studies are based on. We further provide the 
definitions of the factors that are included in these SST usage intention models. Second, we present the 
research method that we followed to (a) review the extant literature on SST usage intention and (b) to 
synthesize the prior studies’ research results. Third, we present the identified factors directly influencing 
the customers’ intentions to use SSTs. Finally, we discuss the theoretical and managerial implications 
of our research findings as well as the limitations and possible directions for future research. 
Theoretical Background 
Theories on Behavioral Intention 
To develop SST usage intention models, prior studies have drawn upon various theories on behavioral 
intention. One of these theories is TAM. It has been widely adopted by scholars in the information 
systems (IS) domain to assess users’ acceptance of different kinds of technology (e.g., SST). TAM is 
an extension of the theory of reasoned action (TRA) (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975), which has its roots in 
the social psychology. TAM postulates that an individual’s intention to use a technology is directly 
influenced by the individual’s attitude toward using the technology and the individual’s perceived 
usefulness. While the direct influence of the individual’s attitude toward a behavior on behavioral 
intention is also suggested by TRA, the individual’s perceived usefulness is not claimed as a direct 
influencer of behavioral intention. Instead, TRA holds that an individual’s behavioral intention is also 
directly influenced by subjective norm. 
An advancement of TAM is the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT) 
(Venkatesh et al. 2012). UTAUT resulted from a synthesis of other theories that aim to explain 
technology usage intention and behavior, such as TAM, TRA, and TPB. Hence, UTAUT’s aim is to 
explain an individual’s intention to use a technology as well as the individual’s actual usage of the 
technology. According to UTAUT, there are three factors that directly influence an individual’s 
intention to use a technology: performance expectancy, effort expectancy, and social influence. 
Furthermore, the theory posits that an individual’s gender, age, experience, and voluntariness of use 
moderates the impact of these three factors on usage intention. 
Another advancement of TAM is TAM 3, which has been introduced by Venkatesh and Bala (2008). 
TAM 3 focuses on an individual’s perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use. In contrast to the 
original TAM, TAM 3 does not propose that the influence of the individual’s perceived usefulness and 
perceived ease of use on the individual’s behavioral intention is mediated by the individual’s attitude 
toward this behavior, but instead suggests that these two factors have a direct influence on behavioral 
intention. The theory also holds that behavioral intention is directly influenced by subjective norm. This 
influence is also claimed by TRA. TAM 3 proposes several determinants of perceived usefulness and 
perceived ease of use. The determinants of perceived ease of use are categorized into anchor and 
adjustment variables. While the determinants of perceived usefulness include subjective norm, the 
determinants of perceived ease of use include computer self-efficacy, computer anxiety, and perceived 
enjoyment. 
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Some of the prior studies on SST usage intention have investigated the direct influence of the two 
factors service quality and satisfaction. A multiple-item scale for measuring customers’ perceptions of 
service quality was developed by Parasuraman et al. (1988). It has been proposed that when customers 
perceive a service quality that is equal to or higher than the expected service quality, the perceived 
service quality is satisfactory (Parasuraman et al. 1985). This reflects the conceptualization of 
satisfaction as hold in the expectation-confirmation theory (ECT) (Oliver 1980). In ECT satisfaction is 
conceptualized as a function of the comparison between an individual’s expectations and perceived 
performance. ECT suggests that an individual’s satisfaction with a prior behavior directly influences 
the individual’s intention to perform this behavior again in the future (Bhattacherjee 2001). 
An additional factor that directly influence an individual’s behavioral intention is proposed by TPB. 
TPB was developed from TRA and is well-accepted and widely used in psychology. The theory states 
that next to an individual’s attitude toward a behavior and subjective norm, an individual’s behavioral 
intention is also directly influenced by the individual’s perceived behavioral control. An individual’s 
perceived behavioral control is determined by the individual’s control beliefs. According to TPB, an 
individual’s behavioral beliefs and normative beliefs are determinants of the individual’s attitude 
toward the behavior and subjective norm, respectively. 
Definitions of Factors 
Not all the factors, which have been investigated by prior studies on their direct influences on 
customers’ intentions to use SSTs, are included in the theories on behavioral intention that are discussed 
in the previous section. Additional factors that have been investigated by prior studies on SST usage 
intention are an individual’s perceived risk, need for interaction, and self-efficacy. The notion that self-
efficacy is a direct influencer of an individual’s motivations and behavior stems from the self-efficacy 
theory that was developed by Bandura (1978). 
Due to the limited space, in this article we focus on providing the definitions of only those factors that 
were identified as direct influencers of customers’ intentions to use SSTs in the meta-analysis. In Table 
1, the definitions of these factors are provided. All these described factors are included in the theories 
on behavioral intention that are described in the previous section. 
Table 1. Definitions of factors. 
Factor Definition 
Attitude toward 
using a technology 
An individual’s positive or negative evaluation of using a technology 
(Davis et al. 1989). 
Perceived control An individual’s perceptions of his or her ability to use a technology 
(Ajzen 1991). 
Satisfaction Summary psychological state resulting from a cognitive appraisal of 
confirmed expectations (Oliver 1980). 
Technology anxiety Degree of an individual’s apprehension when faced with the possibility of 
using technology (Venkatesh and Bala 2008). 
Service quality An individual’s judgement about a service’s overall excellence or 
superiority (Parasuraman et al. 1988). 
Self-efficacy An individual’s conviction that the intended use of a technology can be 
successfully performed (Bandura 1978). 
Perceived risk An individual’s perception about the likelihood of suffering a loss in the 
pursuit of a goal when using a technology (Mortimer et al. 2015). 
Subjective norm Social pressure perceived by an individual to use or not to use a 
technology (Ajzen 1991). 
Perceived ease of use Degree to which the use of technology is perceived by an individual as 
being free from effort (Davis et al. 1989). 
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Perceived usefulness An individual’s perceived probability that the way of performing a task 
could be improved when using technology (e.g., SST) (Davis et al. 1989). 
Need for interaction An individual’s desire to retain personal contact with others (during the 
service process) (Oh et al. 2013). 
Perceived enjoyment Extent to which the use of technology is perceived to be enjoyable 
(Venkatesh and Bala 2008). 
Social influence An individual’s perceptions about the extent to which others believe he or 
she should use a specific technology (Venkatesh et al. 2012). 
 
Although there is no conceptual difference between perceived control and self-efficacy, the two factors 
are operationally assessed in different ways. The perceived control items do not assess self-efficacy. 
Because of this operational difference, perceived control and self-efficacy must be treated as distinct 
factors. Operationally, subjective norm and social influence are also assessed in different ways. 
Subjective norm is conceptually related to social influence. However, not only subjective norm, but also 
social factors and image are social influence constructs (Venkatesh et al. 2003). 
Research Method 
Literature Review 
To identify prior studies that have investigated the factors influencing the customers’ intentions to use 
SSTs, we conducted a literature review following the principles suggested by Webster and Watson 
(2002). The literature review was conducted in two steps. 
In the first step, we built upon the research results presented by (Gnädinger 2011) in a working paper. 
Although, this research does not represent a meta-analysis of the factors that directly influence 
customers’ intentions to use SSTs, the author identified studies on SST that were published prior to 
February 2011 and reviewed this studies’ research results in a descriptive manner. Only quantitative 
studies on SST were considered as relevant by the author. The author described the investigated 
dependent and independent variables as well as the relationships between them. (Gnädinger 2011) 
searched the electronic databases Business Source Premier (EBSCO), EconLit (EBSCO), Factiva, 
JSTOR Arts & Sciences 1 Collection and JSTOR Arts & Sciences 2 Collection with the following 
search term: 
“self-service technolog*” OR “SST” OR “technology-based self-service*” OR “TBSS” OR 
“technology-enabled service” OR “technology-based service innovation*” OR “self-service internet 
technolog*” OR “internet-based self-serve technolog*” OR “technology-based self check-in 
service*”. 
From the total of 94 studies on SST that were identified by (Gnädinger 2011), we identified those studies 
that have modeled and investigated SST usage intention as a dependent variable. We identified a total 
of 12 studies. These 12 studies were considered as relevant for this meta-analysis. 
In the second step, we applied the search term that is presented above to the electronic databases 
Business Source Premier (EBSCO) and EconLit (EBSCO). We limited our search to studies on SST 
that have been published between February 2011 and September 2017. A total of 1.183 studies on SST 
were analyzed. First, the identified articles were analyzed based on reviewing their titles, abstracts, and 
keywords. Articles that were not written in English language were excluded from the literature review. 
Second, we analyzed the full texts of the articles that were considered as relevant after reviewing their 
titles, abstracts, and keywords. We only considered quantitative studies, which have modeled and 
investigated SST usage intention as a dependent variable, as being relevant to this meta-analysis. In this 
second step, we identified 27 relevant studies. In total, we identified 39 relevant studies from the first 
and second step of our literature review. 
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Synthesis of Research Results 
The research results of the identified prior studies that we were interested in for this meta-analysis were 
the standardized regression and structural coefficients (𝛽s) as the effect sizes. Prior studies that have 
not provided information about these standardized coefficients were excluded from this meta-analysis. 
In total, we excluded 13 studies, because they have provided information on the unstandardized or 
correlation coefficients, but not on the standardized regression or structural coefficients. As a result, we 
were able to collect the required data from 26 studies. 
We have considered a factor as a direct influencer of the customers’ intentions to use SSTs, if we 
identified at least two prior studies that have shown that this factor has a significant direct influence on 
SST usage intention. This restriction was set to exclude factors that are of relevance in only a few special 
domains where SSTs are offered to customers, but not in a general sense. Examples for such excluded 
factors are perceived financial performance (van Beuningen et al. 2009), specific asset investment 
(Chiou and Shen 2012), web interface (Kumar and Bose 2013), and retail patronage intentions (Hyun-
Joo Lee 2015). 
Some of the identified articles have reported on more than one study and therefore contained multiple 
standardized coefficients for the path between a factor and SST usage intention. For each of these 
articles, we calculated the arithmetic average across the multiple standardized coefficients and treated 
the resulting data as the research result of a single study. The overall standardized effect size of a 
specific factor was calculated as the arithmetic average across the standardized effect sizes that have 
been determined by the identified prior studies for that factor. 
Many of the prior studies that were identified categorized the surveyed customers into (a) customers 
that were familiar with using SSTs and (b) customers that were unfamiliar with using SSTs. However, 
not all the identified prior studies distinguished between these two groups of customers. In some of the 
prior studies only one of these two customer groups are surveyed. In other prior studies both kinds of 
customer groups were surveyed but were treated as only one customer group for data analysis. For this 
meta-analysis, we calculated the standardized effect sizes for both groups of customers separately. This 
separation allowed us to derive insights about (a) the factors that directly influence the two customer 
groups’ intentions to use SSTs, (b) the differences between the two sets of factors determined for both 
customer groups, and (c) the differences in the effect sizes of a specific factor between the two customer 
groups. For each prior study in which both customer groups were surveyed but treated as only one 
customer group for data analysis, we assigned the calculated standardized effect sizes to the familiar as 
well as to the unfamiliar customers. 
In this meta-analysis, we specify the significance of a factor as the lowest 𝑝-value that has been 
measured by the respective prior studies for the path from this factor to SST usage intention.  
Research Findings 
The research findings of this meta-analysis are summarized in Table 2 and visualized in Figure 1. We 
identified 13 factors that directly influence the familiar and unfamiliar customers’ intentions to use 
SSTs. Although, the influence of each of these factors on SST usage intention has been investigated in 
at least two prior studies, not all the prior studies have investigated the influential effects for both 
customer groups. Therefore, for some of the factors, we did not identify more than one prior study for 
one of the two customer groups. This fact highlights the necessity for future research to distinguish 
between the two groups of customers when investigating SST usage intention. 
Not all the factors that directly influence the familiar customers’ intentions to use SSTs do also directly 
influence the unfamiliar customers’ intentions to use SSTs and vice versa. While service quality is a 
direct influencer of the familiar customers’ intentions to use SSTs ( 𝛽 = 0.44; 𝑝 < 0.05 ), the 
relationship between this factor and the unfamiliar customers’ SST usage intentions was not found to 
be significant by the prior studies. On the other side, the prior studies included in this meta-analysis 
identified a significant relationship between technology anxiety and the unfamiliar customers’ 
intentions to use SSTs (𝛽 = −0.33; 𝑝 < 0.05), but not so for the SST usage intentions of the familiar 
customers. 
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In addition, the effect sizes of the factors vary across the two customer groups. Therefore, for the two 
customer groups, different factors must be considered as the most and least important ones. For the 
familiar customers, the factor with the highest effect size is the customers’ attitudes toward using SSTs 
(𝛽 = 0.47; 𝑝 < 0.05). Although, the effect size of this factor is also relatively high for the unfamiliar 
customers (𝛽 = 0.54; 𝑝 < 0.05), satisfaction is the factor that has the highest effect size for this group 
of customers (𝛽 = 0.69; 𝑝 < 0.01). For the familiar customers, next to the customers’ attitudes toward 
using SSTs, each of the three factors service quality (𝛽 = 0.44; 𝑝 < 0.05), subjective norm (𝛽 =
0.39; 𝑝 < 0.05), and perceived usefulness (𝛽 = 0.40; 𝑝 < 0.05) has a higher effect size than the factor 
satisfaction (𝛽 = 0.38; 𝑝 < 0.01). The factor with the lowest effect size for the familiar customers is 
perceived ease of use (𝛽 = 0.16; 𝑝 < 0.05). The effect size of the factor perceived ease of use is much 
higher for the unfamiliar customers (𝛽 = 0.26; 𝑝 < 0.05). For the unfamiliar customers, the factor need 
for interaction has the lowest effect size (𝛽 = −0.16; 𝑝 < 0.01). The effect size of the factor need for 
interaction is a little bit higher for the familiar customers (𝛽 = −0.19; 𝑝 < 0.01). There exists a great 
difference between the effect sizes of the factor subjective norm for the familiar (𝛽 = 0.39; 𝑝 < 0.05) 
and unfamiliar (𝛽 = 0.20; 𝑝 < 0.05) customers. There exist no such great differences between the 
effect sizes of the rest of the factors (perceived control, self-efficacy, perceived risk, perceived 
enjoyment, and social influence) for the two groups of customers. 
 Table 2. Influence of factors on SST usage intention.  
Factor Standardized coefficients (𝛽s) SSTs References 
Familiar 
customers 
Unfamiliar 
customers 
Attitude 
toward using 
SST 
0.47* (n=9) 0.54* (n=6) ATM, IVR, 
Internet/Phone/Mobile 
banking, Self-
diagnosing, Self-
check-in/out, ESS, 
Kiosk, E-learning, 
Online shopping, 
Internet/Mobile 
services, Home 
entertainment 
(Chiou and Shen 
2012; Dabholkar and 
Bagozzi 2002; Lee et 
al. 2011, 2013; Lin 
and Chang 2011; Lu 
et al. 2009; Marler et 
al. 2009; 
Muthitcharoen et al. 
2011; Noh and Lee 
2016; Oghazi et al. 
2012) 
Perceived 
control 
0.18** (n=3) 0.20**** (n=1) Entertainment, Self-
check-in/out 
(Collier and Sherrell 
2010; Demoulin and 
Djelassi 2016; Lu et 
al. 2009) 
Satisfaction 0.38** (n=2) 0.69** (n=1) Entertainment, Self-
check-out 
(Collier and Sherrell 
2010; Wang et al. 
2013; Zhao et al. 
2008) 
Technology 
anxiety 
- -0.33* (n=2) Entertainment, Self-
check-in/out 
(Collier and Sherrell 
2010; Gelbrich and 
Sattler 2014) 
Service 
quality 
0.44* (n=2) - Mobile banking, Self-
check-outs, Kiosks 
(Hyun-Joo Lee 2015; 
Noh and Lee 2016) 
Self-efficacy 0.32* (n=3) 0.39** (n=1) Internet, trading, 
Internet banking, Self-
check-out 
(Amini et al. 2011; 
van Beuningen et al. 
2009; Wang et al. 
2013) 
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Perceived 
Risk 
-0.22* (n=3) -0.22* (n=4) Self-check-in, Mobile 
payment, Mobile 
banking, E-bill pay 
(Featherman and Hajli 
2016; Koenig-Lewis 
et al. 2015; Lu et al. 
2009; Mortimer et al. 
2015) 
Subjective 
norm 
0.39* (n=1) 0.20* (n=2) ESS, E-bill pay (Featherman and Hajli 
2016; Marler et al. 
2009) 
Perceived ease 
of use 
0.16* (n=4) 0.26* (n=5) Self-check-out, 
Internet/Mobile 
banking, E-bill pay 
(Demoulin and 
Djelassi 2016; 
Featherman and Hajli 
2016; Gelbrich and 
Sattler 2014; Kansal 
2016; Mortimer et al. 
2015; Nel and 
Boshoff 2015; Zhao et 
al. 2008) 
Perceived 
usefulness 
0.40* (n=11) 0.39* (n=8) Internet/Mobile 
banking, Self-check-
in/out, E-learning, 
Online shopping, 
Mobile payment, E-
bill pay, Kiosk, IVR, 
Internet/Mobile 
services 
(Amini et al. 2011; 
Demoulin and 
Djelassi 2016; 
Featherman and Hajli 
2016; Kansal 2016; 
Koenig-Lewis et al. 
2015; Kumar and 
Bose 2013; Lee et al. 
2013; Lin and Chang 
2011; Mortimer et al. 
2015; Muthitcharoen 
et al. 2011; Nel and 
Boshoff 2015; Oghazi 
et al. 2012; Oh et al. 
2013) 
Need for 
interaction 
-0.19** (n=2) -0.16** (n=1) Self-check-in/out (Demoulin and 
Djelassi 2016; Oh et 
al. 2013) 
Perceived 
enjoyment 
0.18** (n=2) 0.21** (n=1) Self-check-out (Demoulin and 
Djelassi 2016; Oghazi 
et al. 2012) 
Social 
influence 
0.18* (n=3) 0.18* (n=3) Mobile payment, 
Mobile banking, 
Kiosk, Self-check-out 
(Chiu and Hofer 2015; 
Koenig-Lewis et al. 
2015; Mortimer et al. 
2015) 
Notes: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005; ****p<0.001; n = number of studies considered for 
calculating the effect size; Dependent variable: intention to use SST. 
The different SSTs that have been the subjects in the prior studies included in this meta-analysis are 
listed in Table 2. The prior studies have focused on various kinds of SST. The SSTs that most commonly 
have been subject of prior studies on SST usage intention are self-check-in, self-check-out, internet 
banking, and mobile banking technologies. The majority of the studied SSTs have in common that they 
are offered by service organizations to their customers. Marler et al. (2009) are the only authors that 
have investigated the factors directly influencing not the customers’ SST usage intentions, but the 
employees’ intentions to use SST. 
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While in most of the prior studies included in this meta-analysis real-world customers of service 
organizations were survey, some of the included prior studies must be considered as scenario-based 
studies. The two economic sectors in which the former type of prior studies mostly have investigated 
SSTs are the retailing sector and the financial sector. 
 
Figure 1. Findings for familiar customers. 
 
Figure 2. Findings for unfamiliar customers. 
Notes: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005; ****p<0.001. 
Discussion 
Comparison of Research Findings 
Our research findings provide insights on the validity of the theories on behavioral intention, from 
which the prior studies that are included in this meta-analysis have drawn upon, in the context of SST. 
First, our research findings support TAM in that they highlight that the customers’ intentions to use 
SSTs are directly influenced by the customers’ attitudes toward using these technologies and perceived 
usefulness. Our research findings also show that SST usage intention is directly influenced by a 
customer’s perceived ease of use. This path, however, is not proposed by TAM. 
According to TAM 3, both factors, perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use, are direct influencers 
of behavioral intention. Therefore, the research findings of this meta-analysis provide support for 
UTAUT in this regard. Furthermore, our research findings show that also in the context of SST, the 
factor subjective norm directly influences SST usage intentions. Although, TAM 3 proposes the factors 
computer self-efficacy, computer anxiety, and perceived enjoyment as determinants of perceived ease 
of use, the research findings of this meta-analysis show that in the context of SST, these three factors 
must be considered as direct influencers of SST usage intention. 
In the context of SST, UTAUT is supported only in its notion that the factor social influence directly 
influences SST usage intention. The rest of the factors (performance expectancy and effort expectancy) 
that are proposed by UTAUT as direct influencers of behavioral intention were not identified in this 
meta-analysis as direct influencers of SST usage intention. 
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All the factors (attitude toward a behavior and subjective norm) that are proposed by TRA as direct 
influencers of behavioral intention were identified in this meta-analysis as direct influencers of SST 
usage intention. This fact is also true for TPB. A customer’s attitude toward using a SST, perceived 
control, and subjective norm were identified to be directly influencing the customer’s intention to use 
the SST, as proposed by TPB. 
Our research findings also show that the service quality a familiar customer believes to perceive from 
using a SST directly influences the familiar customer’s intention to use the SST. However, this 
relationship is not proposed by any of the discussed theories on behavioral intention. Nevertheless, this 
research finding highlights that the factor service quality is of importance when it comes to the delivery 
of services, as suggested by Parasuraman et al. (1985, 1988). 
The factor satisfaction was identified in this meta-analysis as a direct influencer of SST usage intention. 
Especially for customers that are unfamiliar with using SSTs, the factor satisfaction was found to have 
a strong direct influence of the unfamiliar customers’ intentions to use SSTs. This research finding 
shows that ECT’s claim that the factor satisfaction directly influences an individual’s intention to 
perform a behavior is valid in the context of SST. 
Overall, the research findings of this meta-analysis show that most of the factors that these theories on 
behavioral intention propose as direct influencers of behavioral intention must be considered as direct 
influencers of SST usage intention. Only the two factors performance expectancy and effort expectancy 
that are suggested by UTUAT as direct influencers of behavioral intention were not identified by this 
meta-analysis as direct influencers of SST usage intentions. Furthermore, we identified three factors 
(perceived risk, need for interaction, and social influence) as direct influencers of SST usage intention, 
which however are not included in the discussed theories on behavioral intention. 
Theoretical and Practical Implications 
Our research findings contribute to IS research and practice. First, the research findings highlight that 
SSTs must be designed and marketed according to the customers’ familiarity with their usage. We 
identified the factor service quality (technology anxiety) as a direct influencer of the familiar 
(unfamiliar) customers’ intentions to use SSTs. Customers that are familiar with the usage of SSTs 
appreciate a high level of service quality from a SST, because they know what service quality to expect 
from it and have the abilities to easily use the identical SST from another service organization. To 
customers that are unfamiliar with the usage of SSTs the service quality is not important, because they 
are instead driven by apprehensions when faced with the possibility of using a SST. Service marketers 
must highlight the unique features of a SST, which make the SST different from similar SSTs of other 
service organizations, to suggest to familiar customers that they will perceive a high level of service 
quality when using the SST. Service designers must design technical features to a SST that guide 
unfamiliar users in performing the services tasks of the self-services, which is implemented in the form 
of a workflow in the SST. In addition, the service personnel must assist the unfamiliar customers in 
using a SST and thereby take the role of self-service education, support, and recovery that was identified 
as critical in the context of SST by Hilton et al. (2013). Such technical features and service personnel 
support must be communicated by service marketers to the unfamiliar customers to reduce these 
customers’ apprehensions when face with the possibility of using a SST. 
Second, the identification of the three factors perceived control, self-efficacy, and perceived ease of use 
as direct influencers of SST usage intention demonstrates that service designers must consider the 
customers’ resources when designing SSTs. SSTs must be designed in a way so that the requisites for 
using them and performing the service tasks of implemented self-services are available to and in control 
of the customers. The two factors self-efficacy and perceived ease of use must be considered as related 
to each other. The easier it is for the customers to perform the devolved service tasks, the higher are the 
customers’ convictions that they can perform these service tasks successfully. However, if the 
customers are experts in a specific domain, they will be able to also successfully perform more complex 
service tasks that are related to this specific domain. These notions are also proposed by the conceptual 
model of self-service that was developed by Globerson and Maggard (1991). Therefore, our research 
findings provide empirical support for these notions of the conceptual model of self-service. The 
 Factors influencing the intention to use Self-Service Technologies 
  
10 Twenty-Second Pacific Asia Conference on Information Systems, Japan 2018  
importance of the characteristics of the service tasks have also been investigated and discussed by 
Kumar and Telang (2012) and Scherer et al. (2015). Campbell et al. (2010) developed a resource 
mapping framework that guides service designers in identifying and mapping the resources that are 
possessed and required by the customers when shifting the boundaries between full- and self-service. 
Finally, the identification of the two factors attitude toward using a SST and need for social interaction 
as direct influencers of customers’ intentions to use SSTs highlights that not all customers have positive 
feelings about using SSTs and the need to perform service tasks independently from the service 
personnel. This research finding provides further evidence for the notion that service organizations 
should not force their customers to use SSTs. This fact has also been suggested by prior studies on SST 
(Kumar and Telang 2012; Scherer et al. 2015). Service marketers must determine the customers’ 
attitudes toward using SSTs and their need for social interaction to identify the percentage number of 
customers that should not be addressed with SSTs. The higher this percentage number, the higher is the 
need for service organizations to allow their customers to choose between a full-service and a self-
service delivery. 
Limitations and Future Research 
The research findings of this meta-analysis guide future research on SST usage intention. First, in this 
meta-analysis we focused on the identification of only those factors that directly influence the 
customers’ intentions to use SSTs. We have not investigated any moderating and mediating effects in 
this meta-analysis. Therefore, future research should complement our research findings with identified 
moderators and other factors, whose influences on the customers’ intentions to use SSTs are mediated 
by the identified direct influencers. Such future research, however, must distinguish between customers 
that are familiar with the usage of SSTs and those customers that are unfamiliar with using SSTs. 
Second, as highlighted by the number of prior studies that were considered when calculating the effect 
size for each of the direct influencers for the unfamiliar customers (see Table 2), more empirical studies 
(e.g., laboratory controlled or field experiments) investigating the factors that directly influence the 
unfamiliar customers’ intentions to use SSTs are required. Such studies could identify new factors 
directly influencing the unfamiliar customers’ intentions to use SSTs and thereby highlight the necessity 
for different SST design and marketing strategies for the two customer groups even more. Furthermore, 
such empirical studies would provide additional data that could be used to either strengthen this meta-
analysis’ research findings or to adjust them and the resulting models (see Figure 1 and Figure 2). 
Finally, most of the prior studies included in this meta-analysis have investigated SSTs that were offered 
to customers of service organizations. The most commonly investigated SSTs have been self-check-in, 
self-check-out, internet banking, and mobile banking. However, more and more organizations introduce 
SSTs that are offered to the service organizations’ employees (Marler et al. 2009; Zaza and Junglas 
2016). Therefore, more empirical studies that investigate SST usage intention in such organizational 
settings are required. Future empirical studies could contribute to this meta-analysis by identifying the 
factors directly influencing employees’ intentions to use SSTs and by highlighting the differences 
between employees and the two groups of customers.  
Conclusion 
Service organizations increasingly complement or replace traditional full-services with self-services, 
which are implemented as workflows in SSTs, to reduce cost and realize efficiency gains. The 
realizations of such benefits, however, requires the service organizations’ customers to use the offered 
SSTs. This meta-analysis synthesizes the research results of prior studies that developed SST usage 
intention models. Our research findings implicate that SSTs must be designed and marketed in 
consideration of the customers’ familiarity with using SSTs. Furthermore, our research findings provide 
support for the notions that service task devolvement must account for the customers’ resources and 
that customers should not be forced to use SSTs. Our research findings offer practical advice to service 
designers and service marketers on how to design and market SSTs for customers that are familiar with 
using SSTs and those customers that are unfamiliar with SST usage. 
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